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What is CIRC again? CAM 3.1 RT vs. RRTMG (e RN P A 12 1 B R 1§

* Observations provide realism and confidence on quality of LBL runs
 RT codes can overall better simulate LW
» Surprisingly, overcast liquid clouds still create problems

CIRC=Continual Intercomparison of Radiation Codes B CAM TOA CAM SFC
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type radiative transfer (RT) code evaluation and improvement. 3 » More spectral detail (as in RRTMG) can bring significant improvement
Endorsed by GRP and IRC. Currently in Phase |. Please visit our o1 ] « LW and SW CO, forcing range wider than perhaps anticipated
website http://circ.gsfc.nasa.gov.  Coarse band-averaged SFC albedo may be inadequate and details

1r ) (weighting method ) of the spectral surface albedo function are important
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Phase | deals with clear-sky cases (with aerosol for SGP) and

overcast liquid clouds. Cases were built from ARM observations , LW | TOA |
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We do not provide reference SW heating rates, but participants help fill
the void with their own LBL calculations. See example above.
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Flux deviations from LBL (in %) for several RT codes of CIRC Phase I. Deviations of
observed fluxes from LBL reference calculations are also shown.
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